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1. WE ARE SOMEWHAT CONCERNED ABOUT THE TREND OF THE ALLIED 
CONSULTATIONS ON OPTION III, ESPECIALLY THE RECENT UK PRO- 
POSAL ON THE DEFINITION OF THE COMMON CEILING. WE ALSO 
CANNOT ACCEPT THE FRG POSITION ON THIS ISSUE (AS REFLECTED 

IN PARA 3 OF THE POSITION PAPER). 

2. WITH THIS IN MIND, USNATO SHOULD TABLE THE FOLLOWING 
COMPROMISE PROPOSAL WHICH WOULD BE ADDED TO THE EXISTING 
US LANGUAGE IN PARA 3 OF THE POSITION PAPER IN THE NEXT 
SESSION OF THE SPC: 

BEGIN QUOTE: THE ALLIES SHOULD INSIST THAT A PHASE I 
AGREEMENT SHOULD CONTAIN A CLEAR UNDERSTANDING AS TO THE 
LEVELS OF ALL US AND SOVIET MILITARY PERSONNEL IN THE AREA 
OF REDUCTIONS, EXCEPT FOR NAVAL PERSONNEL. THEY SHOULD 
SEEK A COMMON UNDERSTANDING WITH THE EAST ON THE AGGREGATE 

LEVEL(S) OF GROUND AND (AIR) FORCE PERSONNEL OF BOTH SIDES 
IN THE AREA OF REDUCTIONS FOLLOWING THE PHASE I REDUCTIONS. 

IF THE COURSE OF PHASE I NEGOTIATIONS MAKES THIS FEASIBLE, 

THE ALLIES COULD IN ADDITION SEEK A COMMON UNDERSTANDING 
WITH THE EAST AS TO THE NUMERICAL LEVEL OF THE COMMON 
COLLECTIVE CEILING TO BE REACHED FOLLOWING THE PHASE II 
REDUCTIONS. END QUOTE. 

3. IN SUPPORT OF THIS POSITION, EMBASSIES BONN AND LONDON 

ARE REQUESTED TO MAKE HIGH-LEVEL APPROACHES TO THE POLITICAL 
LEVELS OF THE RESPECTIVE GOVERNMENTS, DRAWING ON THE POINTS 
OUTLINED BELOW: 

- THE UNITED STATES IS ANXIOUS TO MOVE FORWARD EXPEDI- 
TIOUSLY WITH THE NUCLEAR OFFER IN MBFR. 

- IN OUR VIEW, A PRINCIPAL IMPEDIMENT TO ACHIEVING EARLY 
ALLIED AGREEMENT TO PROCEED WITH THE OFFER CONCERNS THE 
DEFINITION OF THE COMMON CEILING IN PHASE I. 

- THE UK HAS PROPOSED ADDING TO THE DRAFT ALLIED POSITIO 
PAPER ON OPTION III REQUIREMENTS FOR A MUTUAL EAST- WEST UND 
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STANDING ON THE EXACT DIMENSION OF FORCE DISPARITIES, AS 
WELL AS FOR A SIMILAR UNDERSTANDING ON THE SPECIFIC LEVEL 
OF THE COMMON CEILING TO BE ACHIEVED IN PHASE II. THESE TW 
REQUIREMENTS, TAKEN TOGETHER, AMOUNT TO REQUIRING EASTERN 
AGREEMENT IN PHASE I ON THE EAST- WEST REDUCTIONS FOR PHAS 
H. 

- IT SEEMS MOST UNLIKELY THAT EAST- WEST AGREEMENT COULD 
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BE ACHIEVED IN PHASE I ON THIS BASIS. WE DO NOT BELIEVE 
THE EAST WOULD ACCEPT THESE ADDED WESTERN DEMANDS IN PHASE 
I UNLESS NATO, IN TURN, MADE SOME CONCESSIONS TO THE EAST 
ON PHASE II ISSUES, SUCH AS, FOR EXAMPLE, PROVIDING 
ASSURANCES IN SOME FORM ON THE NATIONAL MAKE-UP OF NATO 
PHASE II REDUCTIONS AND ON THE LIMITATIONS RESULTING FROM 
THESE REDUCTIONS. THUS THE LOGIC OF THE NEGOTIATING 
SITUATION WOULD DRIVE THE TALKS TOWARD A DISCUSSION OF 
PHASE II ISSUES. 

- AGREEMENT ON THE MAKE-UP OF NATO'S PHASE II REDUCTIONS 
WOULD REQUIRE DIFFICULT NATIONAL AND THEN ALLIANCE DECISION 
BEGTN FYI: WE EXPECT THAT THE REDUCTIONS SEVERAL ALLIES WI 
WISH TO MAKE IN THEIR OWN FORCES, PLUS THE LEVEL OFFRG 
REDUCTIONS WHICH THE SOVIETS WILL DEMAND, WILL TOTAL MORE 
THAN THE APPROXIMATELY 90,000 PERSONNEL CURRENTLY AVAILABLE 
TO NATO FOR REDUCTIONS TO REACH THE AGREED COMMON CEILING 
OF 700,000 GROUND PERSONNEL OR 900,000 AIR-GROUND PERSONNEL 
END FYI. WHATEVER THE SUBSTANTIVE MERITS OF THE ISSUES 

INVOLVED, WE DOUBT THAT THE ALLIANCE AS A WHOLE COULD 
SETTLE THESE QUESTIONS WITHOUT PROTRACTED DEBATE IN NATO 
AND SUBSEQUENT DELAY IN VIENNA PENDING THEIR RESOLUTION. 

IT WAS IN RECOGNITION OF THESE DIFFICULTIES THAT THE 
ALLIANCE INCLUDED THE "GOAL" OF THE COMMON CEILING AMONG 
ITS PHASE I OBJECTIVES IN CM 73 (83), BUT NOT ITS NUMERI- 
CAL DEFINITION. 

- NATURALLY. WE HAVE SOUGHT, AND WILL CONTINUE TO SEEK 
ACTIVELY, A BROAD EXCHANGE OF DATA AND AN UNDERSTANDING ON 
DATA, IN VIENNA. MOREOVER, A MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING ON US 
AND SOVIET PERSONNEL LEVELS IS NEEDED FOR US AND SOVIET 
REDUCTIONS. HOWEVER, WE DO NOT BELIEVE WE SHOULD MAKE AN 
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UNDERSTANDING ON OVERALL DATA MANDATORY. OBVIOUSLY, IN 
THE END IF THE ALLIANCE IS NOT SATISFIED WITH THE DATA 
ASPECT OR ANY OTHER ASPECT OF A PROPOSED AGREEMENT, NEITH 
OPTION III NOR ANY OTHER PROVISION WOULD BE IMPLEMENTED. 

- MOREOVER, WE DO NOT SEE THAT THE UK REQUIREMENTS ARE I 
FACT NECESSARY FOR AN AGREEMENT THAT IS WORTHWHILE FROM 
NATO'S POINT OF VIEW. AN AGREEMENT WITHOUT THE UK REQUIRE- 
MENTS WOULD STILL INCLUDE PHASE I REDUCTIONS. A MAJOR STEP 
TOWARDS REDUCING THE FORCE DISPARITIES IN CENTRAL EUROPE, 
AND ACCEPTANCE BY THE EAST OF A COMMON CEILING AS A FAIR 
BASIS FOR A PHASE II AGREEMENT. 

- THE FRG LANGUAGE ON THIS ISSUE IS ALSO SUBJECT TO MANY 
OF THE ABOVE CRITICISMS. 
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- (FYI. YOU MAY SUPPLEMENT ABOVE WITH FOLLOWING POINT, 

IF APPROPRIATE. END FYI.) THE UK PROPOSAL TO PLACE THESE 
ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS IN THE DRAFT POSITION PAPER (THE 
"INTERNAL ALLIED CONTRACT”), INSTEAD OF IN THE DRAFT 
GUIDANCE, DOES NOT, IN OUR VIEW, WEAKEN THE OBJECTIONS SET 
OUT ABOVE. THE TWO DOCUMENTS WILL HAVE EQUAL STATUS AS 
EXPRESSIONS OF THE ALLIANCE POSITION, AND INDEED THE UK 
CLEARLY ENVISIONS RAISING THE NEW REQUIREMENTS AT SOME 
POINT IN THE NEGOTIATIONS, ALTHOUGH PERHAPS WELL AFTER THE 
TABLING OF OPTION HI. WE DO NOT BELIEVE THIS WOULD HELP 
AVOID THE NEGATIVE CONSEQUENCES OUTLINED ABOVE. ON THE 
CONTRARY, THE EFFECT OF RAISING THE WESTERN REQUIREMENTS WE 
AFTER THE INTRODUCTION OF OPTION III WOULD BE EVEN WORSE TH 

ING THEM WHEN OPTION III IS FIRST PRESENTED, SINCE 
GIVE THE EAST GROUNDS FOR ACCUSING THE WEST OF BAD 
FAITH, AND OF A DELIBERATE ATTEMPT TO BLOCK AGREEMENT. 

- WITH THESE POINTS IN MIND, THE US IS TABLIN8 A COM- 
PROMISE PROPOSAL IN NATO WHICH WE BELIEVE MEETS YOUR CONCERN 

WE PROPOSE THAT IN PHASE I THE ALLIED NEGOTIATIONS SEEK AN 
UNDERSTANDING ON OVERALL DATA AND ON THE LEVEL OF THE PHASE 
H COMMON CEILING, BUT THAT ONLY AN UNDERSTANDING ON US AND 
SOVIET PERSONNEL LEVELS SHOULD BE ABSOLUTELY REQUIRED. WE 
BELIEVE THAT TO ADD ANYTHING MORE SPECIFIC AND MANDATORY 
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NOW IS AT BEST PREMATURE AND LIMITS ALLIANCE FLEXIBILITY. 
THEREFORE, WE STRONGLY URGE YOU TO SUPPORT -HIS PROPOSAL 
IN ORDER TO EXPEDITE MOVING OPTION HI FORWARD. 

4. FOR BONN: EMBASSY SHOULD PARTICULARLY STRESS THAT US 
SHARES FRG'S GENERAL RELUCTANCE TO CREATE ADDITIONAL 
NEGOTIATING PRESSURES ON THE WESTERN POSITION, PARTICULARLY 
THOSE DIRECTED TOWARDS BUNDESWEHR REDUCTIONS. AN APPROACH 
WHICH SEEKS SUCH A SPECIFIC EASTERN COMMITMENT TO THE 
COMMON CEILING AND TO THE REDUCTIONS REQUIRED TO ACHIEVE IT 
WOULD BE SEEN BY THE PACT AS AN INCREASE IN THE WESTERN 
DEMANDS AND WOULD THEREFORE ELICIT EASTERN COUNTER-PRESSURE 
FOR ASSURANCES ON MAKE-UP OF NATO PHASE II REDUCTIONS, 

AND PARTICULARLY ON THE SIZE OF FRG REDUCTIONS. YOU MAY 
WISH TO POINT OUT THAT THE MOST RECENT FRG PROPOSAL (REF C) 

DOES NOT THEREFORE APPEAR TO BE CONSISTENT WITH BONN’S 
LONG-STANDING PREFERENCE TO DEFER ISSUE OF BUNDESWEHR 
REDUCTIONS AS LONG AS POSSIBLE. WE THEREFORE HOPE THAT THE 
FRG WILL RECONSIDER ITS POSITION AND AGREE TO SUPPORT OUR 
PROPOSAL ON THIS ISSUE. KISSINGER 
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